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MEMORANDUM.

Respondent appeals as of right from the trial court order terminating his parental rights to
the minor child under MCL 712A.19b(3)(g), (i), (j), and (). This appeal is being decided
without oral argument pursuant to MCR 7.214(E). We affirm.

The tria court did not clearly err in finding that the statutory grounds for termination
were established by clear and convincing evidence. MCR 3.977(J); In re Miller, 433 Mich 331,
337; 445 NW2d 161 (1989). The evidence of respondent’s history of abuse and long-term
neglect of the minor child's two older siblings and the minor child and testimony that
respondent’s parental rights to the minor child’'s two older siblings had previously been
terminated supported the trial court’s findings. Respondent had seen the minor child only eight
to twelve times per year for most of the child’s life and last saw him three months before the
child was hospitalized after being seriously abused by his mother’s boyfriend. Respondent’s
neglect of the child was one factor that led to his being abused. At the time of the termination
trial, respondent had been living with his daughter’s family and relying on her income for three
years. He had not provided for the minor child financially because of his long-term
unemployment.

Furthermore, the evidence did not show that termination of respondent’s parental rights
was clearly not in the minor child’'s best interests. MCL 712A.19b(5); In re Trgo, 462 Mich
341, 356-357; 612 NW2d 407 (2000). Although respondent testified that he wanted to plan for
the minor child and that the child would be treated as part of respondent’ s daughter’ s family, the
record when viewed as a whole did not support a finding that termination of respondent’s
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parental rights was contrary to the minor child’s best interests. Thus, the trial court did not err in
terminating respondent’ s parental rights to the minor child.

We affirm.
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